
Mr. Wiillam P. Lovely, Jr. (MC HBO) 
USEPA - New England 
One Congress Skeet, Suite 1 100 
Boston, Massachusetts 02 1 14-2023 

Re: GE-PittsfieldiWousatonic River Site 
Former Oxbow Areas J and K (GECD420) 
Additional Supplemental Pre-Design Investigation Report 

Dear Mr. Lovely: 

In July 2003, the General Electric Company (GE) submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) a document titled Pre-Design lizvestigation Report for the Former Oxbow rlreus J and K Removal 
=Iction (PDI Report). That document presented the results of the soil investigations performed by GE at 
this Removal Action Area (RAA). Further, the PDI Report assessed the overall adequacy of the available 
data set to support future Removal DesigniRemoval Action (RDnt4) activities concerning the presence 
of PCBs and other constituents listed in Appendix IX of 40 CFR 264, plus benzidine, 2-chloroethyl vinyl 
ether, and 1,2-diphenylhydrazine (Appendix IX+3) in the soils. The PDI Report concluded that available 
soil data may or may not be adequate to support the necessary RDIRA evaluations for this RAA and 
proposed further activities to determine if any additional soil sampling was required. EPA provided 
conditional approval of the PDI Report (including GE's proposed activities) in a letter dated September 
29,2003. 

Follow~ng GE's performance of these activ~ties, including a preliminary evaluation of the data, GE 
proposed supplemental samphng actl-tities m a letter dated January 28, 2004. EPA cond~bonally 
approved the proposed supplemental sampllng by letter dated March 29, 2004. GE subsequently 
conducted that sampllng and subm~tted a Supplemental PDI Report and Additional Sampling Proposal 
letter (Supplemental PDI Report). dated June 28, 2004. Based on GE's assessment of the lnltlal PDI data 
and the results contalned in the Supplemental PDI Report, GE rdentlfied certaln areas where so11 
remedlatlon may be needed, and GE proposed to perform add~t~onal supplementaI samplrng for part~cufar 
areas w ~ t h ~ n  recreatronal area R2 (compr~sed of port~ons of Parcels K10-11-1, K10-I 1-2 and the Zeno 
Street R~ght-of-Way) where a prelimtnary revleu. of the data indicated that more sarnpllng was needed to 
delineate poIq,cycIic aromat~c hydrocarbons (PMs). In a Ietter dated August 26, 2004, EP-4 
condltlonaily approved the Supplemental PDI Report. GE thereafter performed the proposed samplmg, as 
ntodiiied by EPA's condltlonal approla1 letrer. 

The remarndsr of this letter addresses the follorvlng Items related to the Former Oxbokv Areas J and K 
M A :  

'4 surnmav of the addrtictnal supplenientai pre-desrp soil inteshigarrons concerning recreational 
area R3. lri~Iudlng a data yua1i.i;. revlert 2nd ial~datlon oi the new Append~x 1x1-3 data; 

* .4n nasse..-sment of the need for any further Xppend~x 1x13 or PCB soil Inl;estigaclons to support 
i;l:urt: RDXA evaiuar:ons: 
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* BLR explanation, in response to condrtlon number 2 m EPA's sAugust 26, 2004 condttional 
approval letter, concerning why GE% snabslr~ to collect three samples from the 10- to 15-foot 
depth increment far Append~x X+3 analysis does not s~gn~fieantly affect the overall Intended use 
of the proposed samples; and 

* A proposed schedule for subminal of the Conceptual RL)IRA. Work Plan that will summarize the 
results of the RDiR.4 evaluations concerning the need for and scope of soil-related response 
actions to achieve the applicable Perfomance Standards for PCB and the other Appendix X r 3  
constituents. 

I. Additional Supplemental Pre-Design Soil Investigations 

In ~ t s  January 28, 2004 letter, CE descnbed ~ t s  approach for conducting prelimrnary RDiRA evaluatrons 
for Former Oxbow Areas J and K. Based on that approach, the January 28, 2004 letter identified certa~n 
areas where exlstlng conditions do not appear to meet the applicable Performance Standards established 
m the Consent Decree and Scope of Work and where removal therefore may be requ~red. The January 28, 
2004 letter proposed supplemental sampling to address additional data needs, including samples proposed 
to del~neate areas where remedlatlon may be required. The Supplemental PDI Report reported on the 
results of that sarnphng and concluded that the data collected generally satisfied the data needs they were 
Intended to address. W ~ t h  regard to recreatronal area R2, however, the SuppIernental PDI Report noted 
that PAW dellneation sampling collected from the 1- to 3-foot depth increment at certaln locatrons 
surrounding sample location RAA15-E8 remalned elevated and therefore drd not provlde the necessary 
delmeatson. Specifically, the Supplemental PDI Report discussed that PAH concentrations rernalned 
elevated in the 1- to 3-foot samples from loeat~ons RAA15-E7(B), -E8hT, -E8SW, and - E 8 W .  
Therefore, GE proposed add~tional supplemental sampling from the 1- to 3-foot depth increment In the 
area eonta~n~ng these samples in an effort to del~neate the overall extent of elevated PAHs at this depth m 
thls area. In addition, grven the fact that sample locations RAAI 5-E7 (0-1') and RAA15-E7(B) (1-3') 
contamed eIevated levels of PAHs and are located on the east bank of a ravine through whleh an 
intermittent stream flows, GE proposed to collect add~tional supplemental samples on the west s ~ d e  of the 
ravlne to confirm that the elevated PAH concentrat~ons are not present on the west bank. 

The sample locations proposed by GE, as modified by EPA's August 26,2004 conditional approval letter, 
are descnbed on Table 1 and shown on Figure I .  The nlne samples collected from the 0- to 1-foot and/or 
1- to 3-foot depth increments are shonn on Figures 2 and 3, respectively. As shorn m Table I ,  these 
samples were collected for analysis for semrvolatiIe organlc compounds (SVOCs) 1ncIuding PAHs. 
These sol1 samples were collected on behalf of GE by Blasland. Bouck, & Lee, Inc. (BBL) between 
September 16 and September 20, 2004, whlle analpcaI servlces were provided by CT&E Environmental 
Services, Inc. All field and analyt~cal actlvitles were p e r f m e d  in accordance with GE's approved Fzeld 
Sanzplrng Plan/Quairo Afsurance Pion (FSP, QMP). So11 bonng logs for the additional supplemental 
pre-deslp ~nvestrgations are presented m Attachment A. 

T h e  analjhcal results for the add~tlonai supplemental samples are presented m Table 2. Th~s table 
presents SVOG resuits for only those constlhents [hat were detected In one or more samples. A complete 
I ~ s t ~ n g  of the SVOC results rs rnciuded m Alzaebnient B. 

Wifh one er-eepilon fdiscussed beion), the add~r~onal supplemental sami>l~ng a~tlvrbes were perfomed 
conixstenr tv~rh the proposals pressrited by GE and approted by EPA The escept~on \\as that standing 
aater at the proposed Iocat-~on for sampjs R;ZX15-E7BSE prevented szrxpie eollect~on at that location. 
Gonsec;usn"ijg. w l h  the conclirrence of EPA field personnel, "Lhe Iocairon for the k4hI5-EliBSE Mas 
moved approx~mately 8 feet north from tts proposed iocatlon. Thrs motement iild not affect the oterail 
~ntended use of rhlb or any of the other additional supplemental samples. 
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11. Data Quality Assessment 

The additronal supplemental soil data have undergone data qua113 review and validation In accordance 
with Section 7.5 of the FSPIQ-UP. The results of &IS assessment are summanzed in a data validatron 
s u m a r y  report presented In Attachment C. As indicated in that report, 100% of the supplemental pre- 
design data are coasldered to be usable. Further, there is no resampl~ng needed as a result of this data 
rralidat~on. 

IIE. Updates to Preliminary RDAU Evaluations 

As descnbed above, at the time the Supplemental PDI Report was prepared, prel~m~nary RP)/1ZA 
evaluat~ons for recreat~onal area R2 ~ndlcated that concentrations of PAHs wlll 11kely not achieve 
appllcable Performance Standards, due pnmanly to elevated PAHs at locatlons RArsll5-E7(0- to 1-foot 
depth tncrement) and RAA15-E8 (1- to 3-foot depth ~ncrement), as well as certaln of the supplemental 
samples collected m the areas surrounding these locatlons. Consequently, as descnbed m Part I, GE 
collected nlne add~t~onal sod samples from the 0- to I-foot and I -  to 3-foot at seven locat~ons around 
RAA15-E7 and RAA15-E8 for analysts for SVOCs. 

Based on the results of the recent data collection summarized in Part I, GE has determined that the 
additional supplemental samples collected from the 0- to I -foot and I -  to 3-foot depth increments around 
the RAA15-E7 and RAA15-E8 locations do provide sufficient delineation to support removal of soil 
associated with the elevated PAHs at locations RAA15-E7 and RAA15-E8. In addition, samples RAA15- 
E7W and RAA15-F7, collected to the west of the ravine through which the intermittent stream flows in 
recreational area R2, show only low levels of PAHs. These samples therefore accomplish their objective 
of confirming that the elevated PAH concenhratlons found in the east bank of the ravine are not present on 
the west bank. In view of the results of the additional supplemental sampling, GE does not propose any 
additional subsurface sampling at the recreational area R2. 

1 Response to Condition No. 2 of EPA's August 26,2004 Conditional Approval Letter 

In Cond~tlon No. 2 of its August 26, 2004 cond~tlonal approval letter, EPA dlrected that GE clarify how 
three exceptlons to the proposed suppiemental Appendix IX+3 samphng conducted in May 2004, as 
~dentified 1n the Supplemental PDI Report, do not slgn~ficantly affect the overall intended use of the 
proposed samples. As descnbed m that report, refusal was encountered at three locations (RAAIS-C5, 
RAA15-CllE, and YB-I) after several attempts to dnll beyond subsurface obslnrct~ons at these locatrons. 
Specifically, at locat-ron R_iti"il5-Cb, during the ~nltral pre-des~gn ~nvestlgat~on, refusal was met at ten 
feet, based on three attempts using jack-hammer eqmpment. In GE's January 28, 2004 subm~sslon, GE 
proposed (and EPA approved) that Appendix IX+3 samples be collected at the 10- to 15-foot depth 
Increment at k M 1 5 - 6 5 ,  to replace the sample that could not be collected at thls saze  depth at M 1 5 -  
C6. Refusal was met at RAA15-C5 af five feet, based on three attempts wrth a truck-mounted por;ter 
probe. Ln the rnitral pre-des~gn ~nvestxgatlon, tocatron 15-CI 1 was sampled arid refusal was met at 
ten feet ustng a &actor-mounted power probe due to cobbles rn the pound. Tiherefore, as proposed by CE 
(and approved by EPAf a replacement sample was to be collected from Iocai~on RrtAIS-CI IE at the 10- 
to 15-foot depth ~ntewal durtng the supplernsntai pre-design ~nvest~gatron. Refusal vias met at seven feet 
at this locahon using a huck-mounted power probe. Dunng the inrtlai pre-deslp rnxstlgairon, Iocatron 
RMI5-A11 mas sampled. but rehsal was encountered at thee feet based on three attempts ~ l t h  a 
tractor-mounted power probe and a rruck-munted ng and augers. Thzrehre. In the suppiernznra'i p e -  
desrgn rnvesbgatlon. locallon YB-1 was sampled. but refusal \%as met at three feet usrng a mck-mounted 
power probe As a result of the refusals encountered during the supplemmtai pre-des~gn Inveshgahon 
sampI~ng, as d~scussed above. the proposed suppiemenlai samples 110- :o 15-foot depth ~nterval) at 
locat~ons MA1 5-65, KAA15-C11. E. and YB-l were not collected. 
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The inab~lity to collect these samples, ho~e-ver, does not affect the ability to conduct appropriate ItI3P.A 
evaluations because data ex~st from other locations that are sufficient to supporl Appendix IX-t.3 KD,&A 
evafuations for the commercial part of Parcels K10-11-1 and K10-1 1 -2 (%-here these sarnples would have 
been located). In addit~on, prelrrnlnary evaluations indicate that existing conditions within the parcels 
achieve the applicable Perfomance Standards for the 0- to 15-foot depth intenral for these eomeraa l  
properties. Further, levels of iippendix LX+3 constituents for the 6- to 10-foot interval at these averagmg 
areas were low. Therefore, based on review of the avarlable data for the commercial part of Parcels K10- 
11-2 and K10-11-2, GE has detemined that sufficient Appendix E + 3  data exrst to characterize surface 
and subsurface soils as described above. 

V. Future Activities 

In combination with the pre-design mvestigation soiI data, as well as other previous soiI data, the results 
from the additional pre-design soiI sampling performed to date appear sufficient to characterize soils 
within the Former Oxbows Areas J and K and to support the necessary R D W  evaluations for this M. 
As such, GE will submit the Conceptual RDLRA Work Plan for the Fonner Oxbow Area J and K RAA 
within two months from EPA's approval of this letter. 

Please call Dick Gates or me if you have any questions or comments regarding this letter. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew T. Silfer, P.E. 
GE Project Coordinator 

Attachments 
V \GE_P~tlsfield~CD-Fom-Oxkw~Areas~J~andKRe~~ and Presentaiiow'&ddiilcnal Supplementai PDD71542196tir doc 

ce: Dean Tagliaferro, EPA 
Tim Conway, EPA 
Holly Inglis, EPA 
Rose Howell, EPA* 
Linda Palrn~eri, Weston 
K.G. M~tkev~cius, USACE 
Susan Steensrrup, MDEP (2 cop~es) 
Anna Symington, MDEP" 
Robert Beil, MDEP* 
Thomas Angus, hfDEP* 
Nancy E. Harper, MA AG* 
Dale Volmg, MA EOEA* 
Mayor James Ruberto, Clry of P-ittsfield 
Pinsfield Depafi-mmenr of Health 
,%~chaei CanoII, GE' 
Rod McLaren, CE 
Richard Gates, GE 
James Suss, BBL 

James B~eke, Goodwin Procter LLP 
Property Ouner - Parcel K 1 0- 1 0-3 
Property Owner - Parcel K. 10- 1 0-4 
Property Oamer - Parcel K 10-1 0-516 
Property Owner - Parcel K 10-1 0-33 
Property Omer  - Parcei I(; 10- 1 1 - l 
Property Owner - Parcel K. 10- 1 1-2 
Anthony Doyle, Esq. 
Property O w ~ e r  - Parcel K 10- 11-3 
Property Oavner - Parcel K 10- 1 1-5 
EmiI George. Esq., George, DeGregono, 

Mass~m~ano & McCarthy 
Property Owner - Parcel K 10- 12-1 
Propew Owmer - Parcei K 10- 1 3- I 
Pubirc hfomation Repoatones 
GE Internal Reposrrory 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL SAMPLING LOCATIONS 

ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR FORMER OXBOW AREA J AND K REMOVAL ACTION 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

V \GE- P~ttsfielq CD-FOr1fter-Oxbou(_Arees-J-and-MRewfi3 and Presentatmns\Additional Supplemental PDI\ 
715421913TblI rls Page 1 of 1 



TABLE 2 
ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 CONSTITUENTS 

ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR FORMER OXBOW AREAS J AND K REMOVAL ACTION 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppm) 

V iGE-Ptnsll~(W CO_Fonwr Oxbaw ~rom_J_ar# WSeCgns and PrssmatbfsMaMion& Suppiemema1 PD1\7154ZlWTbl2 xis. Table 2 Page 1 of 3 



TABLE 2 
ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 CONSTITUENTS 

ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR FORMER OXBOW AREAS J AND K REMOVAL ACTION 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppm) 



TABLE 2 
ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 CONSTITUENTS 

ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR FORMER OXBOW AREAS J AND K REMOVAL ACTION 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppm) 

Na@s: 
1. Samples 
2 Santplss 

were collected by Blasland Bouck & Lee, Inc., and submitted to SGS Environmental Services, Inc. for analysis of semivolatiles. 
have been validated as per Field Sampling PlanlQuality Assurance Project Plan (FSPIQAPP), General Electric Company, Pittsfield, 

Massachusetts, Ellasland Bouck & Lee, Inc. (approved November 4,2002 and resubmitted December 10,2002) 
3 NCI - Analyte was not detected The number In parentheses 1s the assoelated detection llmit 
4 Qnly those constituents detected in one or more samples are summarized. 
5 Field dupliwtt; sample results are presented In brackets 
6 Shaded constituonts indicate that one or more detected const~tuents exceed the corresponding so11 PRG The PRGs listed are those set ferttt in 

Attachment F to the Statement of Work for Removal Act~ons Outslde the R~ver or an EPA-approved surrogate (unless othenvise noted) 
7 Recteatlonal properties are compared to residential soil PRGs 
8 Shaded values ~ndlcats an oxceedance of the corresponding soil PRG. 
9 For 2-picaline, there is no Residential PRG GE's rlsk assessment consultants at AMEC Earth and Environmental have ~dentlfied pyndrne as an 

apptaprlate surrogate based on chemical and toxicological slmllarity The surrogate PRG 1s Indicated in bold and ~talics 

Data Qtralifiors: --- - vp 

J - Indicates that the associated numerical value is an estimated concentration. 

V\GC PX(S(mU-CDi umwl Ox&m-Afaaa J_snl_KWapar(s an) PsanalaWXnnol S m m c R a (  POhTt342iBBTbG?x)s. Note6 



Figures 









Attachments 



Attachment A 

Soil Boring Logs 

BBL 





Slratigraphic Description 

Dr~tler's Name: JJB Client: General Electric Company 
Drifltng Method: O ~ r e d  Push 
Auger Sue: NA Borehole Depth: 3' below grade 

Location: Former Oxbow Areas J and K 
Rig Type: Wand Owden Mawomre Surface Elevation: 979 5 
Sample Method: NA Mditional Supplemental Sampling 

Descrrptions By: GAR 

Constructron 
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Date StarWinish: 9/16/04 
drill in^ Company: £391 
Driller's Name: NPL 
Drilling Method: Dtrect Push 
Auger Sire: NA 
Rig Type: Tractor Mounted Power Probe 
Sample Method: 4' Macrocore 

Northing: 53267.3 
Easting: 133558 7 
casing Elevation: NA 

Borehole Depth: 3' below grade 
Surface Eievation: 988.1 

Descriptions By: RCD 

Client: Generat Eiectnc Company 

Location: Fomer Oxbow Areas J and K 

Add~tlonai Supplemental Sarnpirng 





Drilling Company: BBt 
Driller's Name: NPL Elevation: NA Client: General EIectnc Company 
Drilting Method: Direct Push 
Auger Size: NA orehole Depth: 3' below grade Location: Fonner Oxbow Areas J and K 
Rig Type: Tractor Mounted Power Probe urface Elevation: 986.9 
Sample Method: 4" Macrocore 

escriptions By: RCD 

Stratigraphic Description 



lient: General Eiectnc Company 
rilfing Method: Direct Push 

Borehole Depth: 3' &low grade 
Surface Elevation: 985 2 Location: Former Oxbow Areas J and K 

ig Type: Tractor Mounted Power Probe 
ample Ntethod: 4' Macrocore Addtbonai Supplemental Sampling 

Descriptions By: RCD 



iient: General Eiectnc Company 
Drilling Method: Dtrect Push 
Auger Size: NA 
Rig Type: SIlde Hammer 
Sample Method: 4' Macrowre 

Borehole Depth: 3' beiow grade 
Surface Elevation: 980.9 

Descriptions By: RCD 

Location: Former O x b ~ w  Areas J and K 

Additional Suppiemental Sampling 
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Appendix IX+3 Soil Analytical Results 



AnACHMENT B 
ABDInONAt SUPPLEMENT% PRE-DESIGN INVESnGAflON SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR WPENDIX U+3 SOIL ANALrnCAF RESULTS 

ADDlnONAt SUPPLEMENTAL PREaESIGN INVESnGAnON REPORT FOR FORMER OXBOW AREAS J AND K REMOVAL ACTION 
GENERAL ELECnilC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSEnS 

( R e s u b  are presented in dry wecght parts per mkltmn, ppm) 

" G L P I  s!aid_CO F w n a r . O ~ ~ - M - - ~ - = e - K \ R a w ~  ard Pr&wdathra*daem& 5 o w m m ~ ,  PC 
77~~2%5e, a-w rs u a c ~ i " l b ; ~  B Page f i-: 5 



AmACWMENT B 
ADDtnONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGARON SOIL W P L I N G  DATA FOR APPENDM U(+3 SOIL ANALMiCAF RESULTS 

ADDlllONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESMGAROEi REPORT FOR FORMER OXBOW AREAS J AND K REMOVAL ACTION 
G E N E W  ELECTRIC COMPANY - PmSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(ResufFs I ra  presented in dry weight parts per mrltion, ppm) 

'* GE-P ~ ~ ~ ~ C ~ F v m a _ O ; a u ; a ~ ~ k - ~ ~ ~ a c d ~ K ~ ~ s  and P w a  m a + u  ima SUM-** idjr 
-~~z'Y~.Iz~-N =a e Page 2 of 5 



ATTACHMENT B 
ADDIflOhlAL SUPPLEMENT= PRE-DESIGN INVESRGATIION SOIL S M P L I N G  DATA FOR APPENDK U(+3 SOIL AIJALWCAL RESULTS 

ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTlGATiOh REPORT FOR FORMER OXBOW AREAS J AKD K REMOVAL ACTION 
GEIvERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD. MASSACHUSEVS 

(Resuttt are presented in dry weight pacts per milimn, ppm) 

', CE-G i l s * ~ . S 5 _ i ~ ~ o ~ ~ k ~ ~ ~ - m ~ l C P d w s  llTd P I - a I w d d d d d  ~~~a PG* 
7*~21a4aem AS A( at*- s Page 3 of 5 



A W H M E N T  B 
AgDlnONAl SUPPLEMENT* PRE-DESiGN lNVESnGAnON SOIL SAMPLING DATA FOR APPEND= IXt3 SOIL ANALI(IICAi RESULTS 

ADDiflONAL SUPPLEFIIENTAL PRESESIGN INVESTlGATKfN REPORT FOR FORMER OXBOW AREAS J AND K REMOVAL ACffON 
GENERAL ELECTRIC GOPIIPMY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSE-S 

(Result+ are prps-ented m dly weight pa- per mrllion, ppm) 



AnACHMENT B 
ADDITIONEcL SUPPLEMENTAt PRE-DESIGN INVESTtGATION SOtt SMPLING DATA FOR APPENDIX IX+3 SOIL AI\1ALTTIGAt RESULTS 

ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN lNVESTlGATION REPORT FOR FORMER OXBOW AREAS J AND K REMOVAL ACTION 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PI'ITSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results are presented in dry weight parts per million, ppm) 

Notes 
1. Samples were ~~Liected by Biasiand Bouck & Lee, Inc., and submitted to SGS Envtronmenhi Seiv~ces, lnc for analysis of sem~volatiies 
2. Samples have been valtdated as per Fteld Sampling PlaniQualiQ Assurance Project Plan (FSPIQAPP), General Electnc Company, Pittsfieid, 

Massachusetts, Biasland Bouck & Lee, Inc. (approved November 4,2002 and resubmrtted December 10,2002j. 
3. ND - Analyte was not detected. The number rn parentheses IS the assocrated detectton Itmtt 
4 Fieid dupiicate sample results are presented in brackets. 

Data Qualifiers: 

Orqanics (semivolatiles) 

J - Indicates that the associated numerical value is an estimated concent-ation. 
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Soil Sampling Validation Report for 
Additional Supplemental Samples 
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BIASMD WUCK & LEE iP4C 



ATTACHMEET C 
SOIL, SA,tlPLING DATA VALIDATION REPORT 

ADDITIONAL SKPPLEMENTAL Pm-DESIGN In'?TSTIGATIOX MPORT FOR THE 
FORR;IER 0 ~ ~ 0 1 % ~  AREAS J KVD K WMOVAL ACTION 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

1.0 General 

T h ~ s  attachment s u m a n z e s  the T ~ e r  I and Tler I1 data reviews performed for add~t~onal sol1 samples collected 
dunng SuppIemental Pre-Deslgn Invest~gation actlvrhes conducted m support of the Removal DesigniRemoval 
Action (RDiRA) for the Former Oxbow Areas J and K Removal Action in Pittsfield, Massachusens. The 
samples were analyzed for sem-volatile organic compounds (SVOC) lrsted In Appendlx IX of 40 CFR Part 
264, plus two addltlonal SVOC constituents -- benz~dme, and 1,2-diphenylhydranne by SGS Enwronmental 
Services, Inc. (formerly CT&E) of Charleston, West Virginla. Data val~dat~on was performed for 1 1 SVOC 
samples. 

2.0 Data Evaluation Procedures 

This attachment outlines the applicable quality control criteria utilized during the data review process and any 
deviations from those criteria. The data review was conducted in accordance with the following documents: 

Field Sampling Plan/Qualily Assurance Project Plan, General Electric Company, Pittsfzeld, 
Massachusetts, Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc. (BBL; FSP/QAPP, approved May 25, 2004 and 
resubmitted June 15,2004); 

* Region I Tiered Organic and Inorganic Data Validation Guidelines, USEPA Region I (July 1,1993); 

Region I Laboratovy Data Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating Organics Analyses, 
USEPA Regon I (February 1, 1988) wodified November 1, 1988); and 

Region I Laboratoy Data Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating Organics Analyses, 
USEPA Region I (Draft, December 1996). 

A tabulated summary of the Tier I and Tler I1 data evaIuations 1s presented m Table 6-1. Each sample 
subjected to evaluat~on is l~sted In TabIe C-1 to document that data review was pedormed, as we11 as present 
the htghest level of data validatton (T~er I or Tler 11) that was appl~ed. Samples that requrred data qual~ficaaon 
are Irsted separately for each parameter (compound or analyte) that required quahficat~on. 

The foi lowg data qualifies were used in t h ~ s  data evaluatron: 

J The compwand was posnrt-ely ~derrnfied. but :he associated numencai value 1s an estlmared 
coaeenkatlon. Th:s quaillier IS used when the data evaluation procedure ~dentifies 2 deficreney 
in the data generation process. Thrs qualifier 1s also used when a compound 1s detected ar an 
estimated concentration less than the conespond~ng practrcai quantltatlon Llrnrt JPQLj. 

V C E ~ P ~ r r r d c i d ~ D ~ F c m ~ O 1 h ~ 1 ~ A i e ~ - J ~ z n d ~ K . ~ . R r i j o r i 1 :  and ktrcniairirrij~~4ddi:ior.d Silppimm:al PD61i S-li:%ht!C doc 
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U The compour~d \t.af malyzed for, but was not detected. The sample quantltatton Irrnit 1s 

presented and adjusted fur d~luaon and (for su11d samples un14) percent moisture. Non-detecr 
sample resufts are presented as hD(PQL) is~thin thrs repon and m Table C-1 for consrstency ~ n h  
documents premously prepared for invest~gat~ons conducted at this slte. 

UJ The compound was not detected above the reported sample quantltatlon Irrmt. However, the 
repcrted l ~ m t  1s estimated and may or may not represent the actual level of quantiratlon. Nun- 
detect sample results that required qualificatron are presented as PI;B(PQLj J wthin t h ~ s  report 
and m Table C-1 for consistency w t h  documents pretlously prepared for this investlgatron. 

3.0 Data Validation Procedures 

The FSP:Q,%PP provides (in Section 7.5) that all analytical data will be validated to a Tier I level folIo%lng the 
procedures presented in the Region I Tiered Organic and Inorganic Data Validation Guidelines (USEPA 
guidelines). Accordingly, 100% of the analytical data for these investigations were subjected to Tier I review. 
The Tier I review consisted of a completeness evidence audit, as outlined in the USEPA Region I CSF 
Compfeteness Evidence Audif Program (USEPA Region I, July 31, 1991), to ensure that all laboratory data 
and documentation were present. In the event that data packages were determined to be incomplete, the 
missing information was requested from the laboratory. Upon completion of the Tier I review, the data 
packages complied with the USEPA Regon I Tier I data completeness requirements. A tabulated summary of 
the samples subjected to Tier I and Tier II data evaluation is presented in the following table. 

Summary of Samples Subjected to Tier I and Tier If Data Validation 

Parameter 

In the event data packages were determined to be incomplete, the missing information was requested from 
the laboratory. Upon completion of the Tier I review, the data packages complied with USEPA Regon I 
Tier I data completeness requirements. 

As spectfied ~n the FSPIQAPP, approx~mately 25% of the laboratory sample dellvery group packages were 
randomly chosen to be subjected to Tier I1 revlew. A Tler 11 rewew was also performed to resolve data 
usabrl~ty Ilmtations identified from laboratory qualification of the data dunng the T ~ e r  I data rewew. The Tier 
I1 data reblew consisted of a rewew of all data package s u m r y  forms for ~dentrficat~on of Quality 
AssurmeeiQualiry Control (QA'QC) dewations and quallficatlon of the data accord~ng to the Regon I Data 
Val~dat~on Funct~onal Guldei~nes. The Tler I1 remew resulted m the quai~ficatlon of data for several samples 
due to mnor QMQC defic~eneles. Add~tionatly, all field dupl~cates were examned for relative percent 
d~fference (RPD) complrance with the entena specified In the FSPIQAPP. 

!&%en qualrficatron of tl%e sample data was required, the sample results assocrated w t h  a QMQC parameter 
dex;rat~on uere quailfied In accordance wlfi? the procedures auti~ned in USEPA Region I data valldatron 
p ~ d a n c e  documents. 'LVhen the data valrdatron process ldent~fied several qualrty controi defic~enczes, the 
cumulat~ve effect of the vanous deficrenc~es was employed m asstping the final data qualifier. .A sumw of 
the Q k Q C  parameter dev~atrons that resulted m data quairficauon is presented below for each analyt-ical 
method. 
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4.0 Data Review 

The 1nllia1 calrbratlon cntenon for organrc requlres that the average relanve response factor ( 
a value greater thm 0.05. Sample results were qualified as est~mated (5) when this cntenon was not met. The 
compound that d ~ d  not meet the 1nltra1 cah'oratlon entenon arid the number of samples quahfied are presented 
In the follow~ng table. 

Compound Qualified Due to Initial Calibration Deviations (RRF) 

The continuing calibration criterion for SVOCs requires that the continuing calibration RRF have a value 
greater than 0.05. Sample data for detect and non-detect compounds with RRF values greater than 0.05 were 
qualified as estimated (J). The compound that exceeded continuing calibration cntenon and the number of 
samples qualified due to those exceedences are presented in the following table. 

Compound Qualified Due to Continuing Calibration Deviations (RRF) 

Analysis I Compound Number of Affected 
Samples Qualification 

Several of the organic compounds (including the compounds presented in the above tables detailing RRF 
deviations) exhibit instrument response factors (RFs) below the USEPA Regon I minimum value of 0.05, but 
meet the analytical method criterion, which does not specify minimum RFs for these compounds. These 
compounds were analyzed by the laboratory at a higher concentration than the compounds that normally 
exhibit RFs greater than the USEPA Regon I minimum value of 0.05 in an effort to demonstrate acceptable 
response. USEPA Regron I guidelines state that non-detect compound results associated with a RF less than 
the minimum value of 0.05 are to be rejected (R). However, in the case of these select organic compounds, the 
RF is an inherent problem with the current analytical methodology; therefore, the non-detect sample results 
were qualified as estimated (J). 

The initial calibration criterion requires that the percent relative standard deviation (%RSD) must be less than 
or equal to 30%. Sample data for detect and non-detect compounds with %RSD values greater than 30% were 
qualified as estimated (J). The compound that exceeded initial calibration criterion and the number of samples 
qualified due to those dewations are presented in the following table. 

Compound Quaiified Due to Exceedence of %RSD Values 

Analysis Compound 
/ Number of Affected ( 

QulliFlcatioo 
I SamrtIes 

The cont~eumg ealrbratron cnrenon requlres that the percent drfference (%Dl beilveen the rn~trai cal~bratlon 
and the contmumg cahhratlon for SVOCs be less than 25%. Sample data for detected and non- 

detect compounds w ~ t h  %D values that exceeded the coritrnulng callbration cntena were quaI~fied as esrrmted 
(J). A s u w n q  of the compounds that exceeded :he continuing cailbrar~on cntenon and the number of 
samples quahfied due to those dcmat~ons are presented m the follornrng table. 
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Compounds Qualified Due to Continuing Caiibration of %D Values 

Matrix spike,imatrix spike duplicate (MSIMSD) sample analysis recovery criteria for organics require that the 
MSiMSD recovery be within the laboratory-generated QC control limits specified on the MS reporting form. 
Associated sample results with MSMSD recoveries that were less than the laboratory-generated QC control 
limits and have recoveries greater than 10% were qualified as estimated (J). The compounds that did not meet 
MSMSD recovery criteria and the number of samples qualified due to those deviations are presented in the 
following table. 

Compounds Qualified Due to MSiMSD Recovery Deviations 

MShjSD sample analysls recovery catena for organlcs requlre that the RPD behveen the MS and MSD be less 
than the laboratory-generated QC acceptance firm& spee~fied on the It1 STGISD reponlng ibrm. The corrrpounds 
that exceeded RPD 11rmts and the number of sarnples quai~fied due to det.lations are presented In the followng 
table. 

Compounds Qualified Due to XfilSiMSL) RPD Deriatio~s 
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5.0 Overall Data Usabililv 

3311s sectlon s u m m z e s  the analy~ical data in terms o f ~ t s  completeness and usab~l~ty for slte charactenzatron 
purposes. Data completeness is defined as the percentage of sample results that have been detemned to be 
usable dunng the data valldatlon process. The percent usabrllty ca1cuIation Included analyses evaluated under 
both the T~e r  I and Tler II data validaiion reviews. Data completeness wlth respect to usab111ry was calculated 
separately for lnorganlc and each of the organlc analysis. The percent usability calculatron also ~ncludes 
qual~ty control samples collected to a ~ d  In the evaluat~on of data usab~l~q .  Therefore, field/equ~pment blank, 
tnp blank, and field dupl~cate data detemned to be unusable as a result of the val~datron process are 
represented In the percent usabil~ty value tabulated In the followng table. 

I svocs 1 100 None I 

The data package completeness, as determined from the Tier I data review, was used in combination with the 
data quality deviations identified during the Tier II data review to determine overall data quality. As speeified 
in the FSPjQAPP, the overall precision, accuracy, representativeness, comparability, and completeness 
(PARCC) parameters determined from the Tier I and Tier If data reviews were used as indicators of overall 
data quality. These parameters were assessed through an evaluation of the results of the field and laboratory 
QMQC sample analyses to provide a measure of compliance of the analytical data with the Data Quality 
Objectives (DQOs) speeified in the FSPIQAPP. Therefore, the following sections present summaries of the 
PARCC parameters assessment with regard to the DQOs speeified in the FSPIQAPP. 

5.1 Precision 

Precision measures the reproducibility of measurements under a gven set of conditions. Specifically, it is 
a quantitative measure of the variability of a group of measurements compared to their average value. For 
this investigation, precision was defined as the RPD between duplieate sample results. The duplicate 
samples used to evaluate precision included field duplicates and MSiMSD samples. For this analytical 
program, 0.24% of the data required qualification due to MSiMSD RPD deviations. None of the data 
required qualification due to field duplieate deviations. 

5.2 Accuracv 

Accuracy measures the b~as  m an anaIytlca1 system or the degree of agreement of a measurement with a 
known reference value. For t h~s  ~nvest~gatlon, accuracy was defined as the percent recovery of QNQC 
samples that were spiked w~th a known eoneentratlon of an analyle or corrrpound of mterest. The Q S Q C  
samples used to evaIuate analyt~cai accuracy rncluded Insnvment cal~brat~on, tnternal standards, 
Laboratory Control Stmdards &CSs), MSih?SD samples, and sunogate compound recoveries. For t h ~ s  
anaty~cal program, 6.8% of the data requrred quai~ficatron due to lnstmment cal~brat~on dematrons, and 
0.95% ofthe data reqti~red qual~ficat~on due to MSlMSD recovew de~a t~ons .  None of the data required 
quaI~ficat~on due to tnrernal smndard devratrons, Lr-ibarabry Con~ol  Sbqdasds (LCSs) recoverq. ilemat~ons 
or sunogate recover): dewat~ons. 
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5.3 Representativeness 

Representat~veness expresses the degree to whhrch sample data accurately and prec~sely represents a 
characrensnc of a populatron, parameter vmatlons at a samplrng pomt, or an envlronmentai cond~t~on. 
Rcpresentat~t-eness is a qual~tatrve parameter, wh~ch 1s most coneemed tmth the proper desrgn of the 
sampI~ng program. The representatlveness cntenon IS best satrsfied by mahng certain that sampl~ng 
Iocarions are selected properly and a suffic~ent number of samples are coI1ected. T h ~ s  parameter has been 
addressed by collecting samples at Iocatlons specified In MDEP-approved work plans, and by followng 
the procedures for sample coflectiodanalyses that were descnbed m the FSPIQAPP. Addtt~onally. the 
analytical program used procedures cons~stcnt wth  USEPA-approved analyt~cal methodology. A Q,GQC 
parameter that is an indicator of the representatlveness of a sample 1s hold~ng t~rne. Hold~ng tlme cntena 
are cstabl~shed to maintain the samples m a state that 1s representatrve of the m-s~tu fieId condit~ons before 
analys~s. For this analytical program, none of the data requlred qualification due to holdlng t~me 
requnements. 

5.4 Comparability 

Comparability is a qualitative parameter expressing the confidence with which one data set can be 
compared with another. This goal was achieved through the use of the standardized techniques for sample 
collection and analysis presented in the FSPIQAPP. The USEPA SW-846' analytical methods presented 
in the FSPiQAPP are updated on occasion by the USEPA to benefit from recent technological 
advancements in analytical chemistry and instrumentation. In most cases, the method upgrades include the 
incorporation of new technology that improves the sensitivity and stability of the instrumentation or allows 
the laboratory to increase throughput without hindering accuracy and precision. Overall, the analytical 
methods for this investigation have remained consistent in their general approach through continued use of 
the basic analytical techniques (e.g., sample extractionipreparation, instrument calibration, QA/QC 
procedures). Through this use of consistent base analpica1 procedures and by requiring that updated 
procedures meet the QNQC criteria specified in the FSPIQAPP, the analytical data fiom past, present, and 
future sampling events will be comparable to allow for qualitative and quantitative assessment of site 
conditions. 

5.5 Completeness 

Completeness is defined as the percentage of measurements that are judged to be valid or usable to meet 
the prescribed DQOs. The completeness criterion is essentially the same for all data uses -the generation 
of a sufficient amount of valid data. This analytical data set had an overall usability of 100%. 

Test Memods far evaluahng Solid Wasre, SW-846, LSEPA, Flnai Update III, December 1996 
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TABLE C - 1 
ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY 

ADDITIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PRE-DESIGN INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR THE FORMER OXBOW AREAS J AND K REMOVAL ACTION 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results ere pressnted in parts per mltiion, ppm) 

- -- -- - - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - -, 
8 1 

bmp*' 
D.(twy Grwp 

N a  " ,  . &mp* ID V J u  Control Udta Pru1M.d Rowk Hdev 

Yes 



TABLE C - 1 
ANALYTICAL DATA VALIDATION SUMMARY 

ADOIIIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL PREDESIGN INVESTIGATION REPORT FOR THE FORMER OXBOW AREAS J AND K REMOVAL ACTION 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY. PITTSFICLD. MASSACHUSETTS 

(Results are presented in parts wr mtlllon, Pam1 
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